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the religious sentiment there are some instructive pages on "im- 
manentism," or the method of immanence recently discussed in France 
in a talented manner by Father Laberthonniere, but condemned by 
Rome. The chapters devoted to mysticism are particularly inter- 
esting in that they show accurately the point of view of the Catholic 
Church on this delicate question. I observe that here as in the 
Etudes of M. Delacroix the character of activity is to be found in 
Christian mystics, among whom the quietists do not hold a legitimate 
place, according to Abbe Roure. In this connection and with re- 
gard to the religious significance of facts without now investigating 
their psychological definition, the alternative is not imposed upon 
us to know whether mystical phenomena prove faith or whether it 
is faith which gives form to mystical phenomena. 

This work raises still further questions, but I have reached the 
limit of this short note. 

LuciEN Arreat. 

Paris, France. 



DER VORCHRISTLICHE JESUS.* 

EXTRACTS FROM A REVIEW BY PROF. DR. KARL BORINSKI. 
(Translated from Xenien, I., pp. 45-71.) 

A book by an American professor of mathematics, which would 
establish with geometric rigor and precision an entirely new theory 
of Jesus and the Origins of Christianity, is not thereby, in and of 
itself, either mathematically or theologically, a phenomenon of in- 
terest and importance. Theological mathematicians are in far worse 
repute than even mathematical theologians. To the latter indeed 
Kant would seem to have given a final quietus, but the former do 
yet greatly abound. Alas ! it is commonly not the profound martyr- 
spirit of a Pascal but the cabalistic folly of a Newton, so repellent to 
the Voltaires and Du Bois Reymonds, that will not let them sleep. 
In our own time an Italian professor of mathematics has sought to 
"prove" in a ponderous tome, by a measureless array of figures and 
formulas, the nonsensical thesis that Dante's Delectable Mountain 
in the first canto of the Inferno is identical with his Mount of Pur- 
gatory. Of the recent American proofs for and against the for- 
bidden fruit of Paradise, the less said, the better. . . . 

* William Benjamin Smith, Der vorchristUche Jesus nebst weiteren Vor- 
studien zur Entstehungsgeschichte des Urchristentums. Mit einem Vorwort 
von Paul Wilhelm Schmiedel. Alfred Toepelmann: Giessen, IQ06: 
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What then is so remarkable in the work of this American mathe- 
matician, who emphatically declares to his German correspondent, 
"my vocation is mathematics, my avocation is theology"? 

* * * 

There is much, yea, much that is full of significance ! Of this 
we may assure at the outset the reader of this admirable volume. 
In the first place, our mathematician stands fully abreast with the 
specialists of his "avocation," being interesting by virtue of his com- 
pulsive acumen, and pre-eminent through his wide-extended learn- 
ing. He strides forth in his critical and theological panoply as sure 
as if he had never had aught to do except with Bible-texts, Apoc- 
ryphas. Heretics, Gnostics, Apologists, Rabbinists, and Church- 
Fathers, had never given a thought to aught else but Semitic lan- 
guages, the Orient, and cuneiform inscriptions. Only occasionally 
does an unfamiliar citation from Goethe, or some strong side-light 
cast on some biologic doctrine, betray the fact that here we have to 
deal with a theologian that forms a class by himself. 

* * * 

This it is, the uniqueness of the man much more than the 
uniqueness of his demonstration, that draws us to him. Leibnitz 
declares that it is precisely to self-taught scholars that the profession 
they have conquered owes the most, "for they force their way into 
the field by a new and hitherto untrodden path, and so catch sight 
of much that the others, who beat round in the accustomed circle, 
never became aware of." So, too, our subtile-witted Biblical critic, 
irrupting from the world of equations into that of text-variants and 
parables, has perceived that whereof the theological profession as 
such — now in the sign of Wellhausen, Kautzsch, and Delitzsch — 
has not so much as dreamed. He has beheld not the traditional 
"theistic concept of the Yahvist and the Elohist," projected back- 
ward nearly three thousand years from the average modern con- 
ceptions of Synagogue, Talmud, and Rabbinism. No! Out of un- 
intelligible allusions, divergent text-readings, obscure confessions, 
rejected witnesses, — a senseless chaotic pall-mall! the inner sense 
of this transylvanian mathematician, incessantly busied in construct- 
ing forms, has beheld ever more and more distinctly a connected 
text arise and take shape before him. Voices, too, have issued forth 
therefrom, not isolated nor accidental, but choral strains other indeed 
than celebrated the birth of the Christ-child of the Church, and yet 
at heart no other! human choruses, resounding through many gen- 
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erations and girdling the circummediterranean world with procla- 
mations of the holy household faith of Israel ever more and more 
affrighted, Israel bowed and finally crushed to earth, but Israel 
comforted still by his God within, the Lord of his Psalms, and say- 
ing, "I know that my Redeemer liveth," and "Behold! He that 
keepeth Israel shall neither slumber nor sleep." 



This it is, the milder present form of the stern transcendental 
eschatologic Messiah-idea, not the exalted Messiah- Judge, the Chris- 
tos of the Hellenistic Jews, but his gentle personal complement, the 
Jeshuah, Salvation personified, this is according to our mathematical 
clairvoyant the "Nazarean," i. e., not the Man of Nazareth, a place 
(he assures us) that did not exist at that day, but as the word itself 
signifies, "the Defender, the Protector, the Guardian." "The term 
Nazarees, by which the Christians were first known (Acts xxiv. 5), 
by which they are still known in the Orient, and by which they are 
denoted in the Talmud, (Ha-Nosrhn, h. Taan, 27b), is common in 
the Old Testament, where it always means "keeper," "guard" (2 
Kings xvii. 9; xviii. 8; Jer. xxxi. 6)." "The root N-S-R. appears 
63 times in the Old Testament and never in any other sense." "The 
attempts of Neubauer, Gratz et al., to find Nazareth in the Talmud, 
and to identify it with Galilee, have not succeeded." "Epiphanius 
attests unequivocally that the Nazarees (Naaapaioi, the one form 
of the name that renders exactly the Hebrew and Syrian Nasarya)" 
existed before Christ and knew not Christ." .... "It is impossible that 
these pre-Christian Nazarees could have derived their name from 
Nazareth, with which they stood in no connection. We may be 
sure that they thought of God as Preserver (N-S-R.)" This word 
(Nasarya) our author has now found in the great magic papyrus 
edited by C. Wessely (itself dating from the first half of the fourth 
century but copied from a very ancient document). It is there used 
in the exorcism of demons, as we have long known was also the 
case with the name of Jesus (cf. Heitmiiller's Im namen Jesu). 
The invocation of this name at baptism and in magical healings 
stand thus in line with each other. For Jesus signifies Saviour (cf. 
Zahn's Das Evangelium des Matthaus), just as N-S-R. means Pre- 
server. Matthew i. 21 proves this "clear as the day": "And thou 
shalt call his name Jesus, for it is he that shall save his people from 
their sins." 
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To our wielder of equations nothing seems more natural than 
the combination Jesus Nazaraeus, and no less natural that the ap- 
pellative Jesus (Saviour) as the mightier, holier, positive title should 
supplant the other (Nazaraeus), meaning merely "Protector." To 
us it seems no more wonderful that some — especially Gentiles or 
foreigners — should attempt to explain this latter epithet as derived 
from a birthplace than that in the end, through some interpretation 
or analogy, a birthplace should speedily develop into a resort for 
pilgrims. How quickly places may acquire sanctity and actually 
receive sanction as being holy, we may see in the example of 
Lourdes, in which case a few lustra were enough, whereas in the 
case in hand centuries were at disposal. "This attempt was a quite 
natural and indispensable part of the one all-embracing process 
which rounded itself out in the Gospels, namely, the process of 
historization, of underpinning ideas with historical details." 

* * * 
Us, however, it behooves to remain conscious, as were those 
who first spoke and heard the name, of its original ideal significance. 
"If a conspicuous man were named Oliver the Protector, every one 
would understand this epithet as it is written. It would occur to 
no one to refer the title to an obscure and otherwise unknown vil- 
lage of Protecteth, or Protecta. Precisely so, if he were named 
Publius Defensor, no one would ever conjecture that the surname 
Defensor referred his ancestry back to the unmentioned village of 
Defenseth or Defensas. Jesus Nazaraeus, Jesus the Guardian, is 
quite parallel with Zeus Xenios, Hermes Psychopompos, Yahveh 
Sabaoth, and countless others in both classical and Semitic lan- 
guages." 

« * * 

A mousing Biblical critic might here start many a question 
that it would be hard to answer save in sensu mystico. As, why 
did the parents of Jesus (parents in the strict sense according to the 
Sinaitic Syriac Gospel, the oldest text yet discovered) bear exactly 
the names of Joseph (the patriarch that delivered his father and 
brethren in Egypt, that is in Gentiledom, outside of Zion) and of 
Miriam, sister of Moses, witness and mediator of the deliverance 
of the lawgiver of the Nile, who called his mother as nurse of the 
Child? Of precisely that woman who marched as guide along with 
Moses and Aaron before the Israelites ? At the significance of these 
names and at other considerations (as the chastity of Joseph) I shall 
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here only glance. They are especially important for the needs of Gen- 
tile Christians, in the historical outfitting of the Idea. Miriam means 
beauty, Joseph the additional son, (Gen. xxx. 24) or according to 
Gen. xxx. 23 (though this appears philologically inadmissible), he 
who hath taken away the shame. And why at his birth do the 
parents of Jesus go to Bethlehem, literally place of food, of (heav- 
enly) bread — to the "city of David," where lay that field of Boas 
who there met the foreign gleaner Ruth, soon to become his wife 
and ancestral mother of David and Jesus, whence too the mighty 
men of David at peril of their lives brought him the water (of life) 
when the Philistines had beset the place (2 Sam. xxiii. 13-17) ? 

* * * 

The orthodoxy of a spiritually elevated humanity will some day 
find its confirmation in such "facts" as these, which indeed have 
always afforded the Bible reader, illumined by the "Holy Spirit," 
his last refuge from internal doubt and contradiction, from external 
strife and attack. Even now the positive criticism of our author 
directs the attention of Orthodoxy to a most important fundamental 
consideration: "We recognize now clearly the open secret of the 
triumph of Athanasius and of the foredoomed failure of Arianism 
as well in its ancient as in its modern forms" (as Socianism or the 
"Germanism" of Herr Chamberlain). — The loftiest spirits of the 
ancient Church, as Augustine in his Confessions (VII, 19, on gross 
misconceptions of the Incarnation) have always found the solution 
of this enigma only in a strict dogmatic, never in an historical, 
interpretation. "Jehovah and Messiah" are exchangeable ideas that 
can never be parted asunder by pragmatic distinctions. How did it 
come to pass that precisely the most radical assailants of the Christ 
"after the flesh" in the first real battle for dogma, that precisely 
Marcellus and Photinus, were out-and-out Athanasians? Herewith 
too a strange light is shed upon the doctrine of Apollinaris, that the 
Incarnation of Christ is accomplished only in the believer, and the 
merely practical rejoinder of Athanasius and Gregory Nazianzen, 
that hereto a divine model was needed ! In this light Nestorius, who 
first attacked the idea of the "Mother of God," appears as a rigor- 
ously orthodox heresy-hater. 

* * * 

See how our author lays bare the very root of the matter : "No 
matter by what transcendent abilities conducted, no matter by what 
learning and logic and devoted zeal, the attempt to deduce Christian- 
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ity from a man, no matter how magnified, must prove forever 
abortive. For the Jesus Christ of primitive Christianity was not 
human but Divine, the King of Kings, the Lord of Lords, the 
Saviour, the Deliverer, the Guardian-God." 



From this orthodox point of view our uncompromising math- 
ematician proceeds straightway to inquire into the primitive sense 
of the preaching of the Anastasis, "God hath raised up Jesus." His 
starting-point is the remarkable discussion (by the disciples) of the 
significance of this promised Resurrection: "What is it, to arise 
(from the dead)?'" (Mark ix. lo). 

Long ago Spinoza (in his twenty-third letter to Oldenburg) 
advanced a purely spiritual interpretation of this "Resurrection from 
the dead," aligning it with "Let the dead bury their dead." But our 
author is at once more definite and more radical. For him the 
original apostolic reference was to the Installation as Son, the de- 
termination to Sonship, as written in the second Psalm: "Thou art 
my Son, this day have I begotten thee." The passage in Acts 
(xiii. 23f), which teaches the upraising of Jesus with express ref- 
erence to this Psalm, is so very important because it discovers the 
original idea and the process of transformation to a wholly different 
meaning. Paul's sermon on Mars' Hill was so exclusively a "Gospel 
of Jesus and Anastasis" (Acts xvii. i8) that the sensation-loving 
Athenians understood it outright as the introduction of two "new 
Gods." The meaning of this primitive preaching of the Upraising 
is given in the Psalm: It is the inauguration of the Son-of-Man as 
the active Representative Godhead. This Son-of-Man was an over- 
earthly being, vicegerent of the highest Godhead, who receives an 
"eternal dominion and indestructible kingdom" (Dan. vii. 14). In 
the doctrine of the Naassenes (highly enlightened pre-Christian 
Gnostics) this Son-of-Man (Barnasha) signifies human being, al- 
most abstract Humanity. "This kingdom" (says our author) "ac- 
tually embraced all peoples, tribes and tongues, and was so far forth 
an earthly kingdom ; but it was handed over in Heaven by and before 
the "Ancient of Days" and so was a kingdom of Heaven, even as 
its king was a citizen of Heaven." The establishment of this king- 
dom of Heaven (Malkuth Schamajim) on earth was originally con- 
ceived as that precious fragment of a purely human apocalypse paints 
it, as a kingdom of the righteous and the loving (Matt. xxv. 31-46; 
cf. Dan. xii: 1-4). 
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It was entirely in this Old Testament sense of the advent of 
Judgment at the hands of Michael as a kind of Vice-Jehovah (Dan. 
xii), or of Messias-Christus as Son-of-Man, that we find the king- 
dom of the skies proclaimed by the Baptist. But mark well a new 
and weighty observation ! In the Gospel narrative it is plain to see 
that "the Baptist did not himself at first proclaim the Jesus." In 
Matt. xi. 2-6 and Luke vii. 18-23 ^^ read: "Art thou the Coming 
One or look we for another?" The imprisoned John sends this 
question to the Jesus who had just appeared on the scene with an 
independent proclamation ; says our author : "Here we behold the 
confluence of two streams of religious thought — The Gospel of the 
coming One and the Gospel of the Jesus, henceforth to mingle their 
waters forever. The first seems to have been almost pure Judaism, 
in fact perhaps Palestinian Judaism, that took its rise from Daniel 
and went not far beyond the current apocalyptic Messianism. The 
second seems to have been born in the Dispersion and was at first 
only half-Jewish and half-Hellenic or -heathen. As such it must 
have scandalized the strict orthodoxy of Palestine, the temple, the 
Sanhedrin, and while attracting a few must all the more have made 
the majority stumble. Such seems to be the meaning of the words 
of the Jesus: "Blessed is he whosoever is not scandalized in me." 
Verily these words also were prepared prophetically as a "stone of 
stumbling and rock of offense." 



Jesus comes "out of Galilee" for the (Jewish) baptism of 
John, "out of the Galilee of the heathen" of Isaiah! In the dark- 
ness, in the region and shadow of death it was that the great light 
long prophesied arose (Matt. iv. 12-16). The Baptist at first knows 
not this Jesus (John i. 31). His "going into the Judean land seems 
to shadow forth the gradual progress of the Jesus-cult from the 
Dispersion into the orthodox Jewry." John the Baptist rejoices 
thereat. "He must increase, I must decrease. He that comes from 
above is over all" (John i. 30-32). Thus interprets our author: 
"Here seems to be set forth the gradual exaltation of the Jesus-idea 
over the idea of the Coming One. Certainly an antagonism between 
the two ideas is here cautiously disclosed .... There is no choice left 
us but to recognize the two great concepts of the Coming One (the 
Christ-Messiah) and of the Jesus as primarily distinct but finally 
fused into one, the world-conquering concept of the Jesus-Christ." 
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How different they were has already been stated :n these terms 
at the close of the first essay, on the pre-Christian Jesus: "Moreover 
since the Jesus is called Kurios (Lord), the regular if not quite 
universal Septuagint rendering of the divine name JHVH, it is evi- 
dent that the Jesus was from the start nothing else than a divinity, in 
fact God himself, but regarded under a definite aspect, as a peculiar 
Person, namely, as the Deliverer, the Defender, the Saviour ; Christus 
(strictly Chrestus) denotes the same Deity under a somewhat dif- 
ferent aspect, namely, as Messiah, King, and Judge. 

The Mightier, who in the preaching of the Baptist should, come, 

was none other than God himself as prophesied in Malachi iii. i ; 

iv. I, 5. It was the Union of these two points of view, of the gentler 

Jesus and the sterner Christ, that yielded Jesus the Christ, the Lord 

God of the Oldest Christianity. The proclamation of this Union 

was the slogan of the primitive preaching." 

« * « 

That the Parables, the especial flower of New Testament poesy, 
the "convincing proof of its inspiration" (Jiilicher), have in the 
process of the suns taken on other colors and indeed other forms 
than the original, our author is at pains to show in his fourth essay. 
"The Sower sows the Logos" not (he maintains) in the ethic- 
symbolic sense of the word of Salvation, of conversion to the kingdom 
of God. Nay, it is God the Creator who in his own person as 
Sower sows (in allegory) the divine Logos as Seed-of-Men upon 
the field of the world and beholds what fruit it bears. This is the 
doctrine of "cosmic seed," or, as we would say, of the "inner forms" 
of things, which Anaxagoras grounded and the Stoics developed 
into their doctrine of the spermatic Logos, the ideal seed of the 
World. According to Plotinus {En. IV, 3, 10, 380) the germinal 
Logoi form and fashion organisms like "microcosms." The sper- 
matic Logos, observes our author, well versed in modern as in an- 
cient lore, plays with Plotinus almost the role of the continuous 
germ-plasma of Weismann. The Jew Philo operates with this con- 
ception of the spermatic Logos as with a matter needing no expla- 
nation {de. virt. II, 533f). Among other Jews Justin in his so- 
called second Apology and James in his Epistle (i. 21) are cited to 
show how universally current in the Dispersion was this stoical 
notion of the Logos implanted in man. For "aside from two or 
three lines plainly interpolated, this Epistle knows nothing of his- 
torical Christianity. James is speaking of the ethical doctrine of the 
Dispersion." 
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Smith calls this original strictly allegorical version of the Par- 
able the Naassenic version. On p. ii8 he sketches with the hand 
of a master in philology how we are to conceive this primitive form. 

These Naassenes, treated at length by Hippolytus, formed a 
pre-Christian sect which, so far from perverting the Gospel of the 
Cross, have preserved intact certain aboriginal types of Christianity. 
From them have been derived all later forms of Gnosticism. The 
Naassenic hymn quoted by Hippolytus celebrating the help of Jesus 
descending from the bosom of the Father to battle with the ills of 
the world, our author esteems not merely archaic, as do Harnack 
and Preuschen, but as preceding the Christian Scriptures and even 

the Christian era. 

* * * 

Herewith, in his last essay, "Sceculi Silentium : — the Epistle to 
Romans before A. D. i6o," the author enters upon a more strictly 
historic field of investigation. Thus far he has dealt with the ideas 
themselves that determined pre-Christian Christianity rather than 
with the historic phenomenon and its documents. To be sure, the 
axe that is here laid at the tabu of New Testament criticism (the 
Pauline Epistles), threatens also at the same time their peculiar ten- 
dence, that "Pauline Christianity," so called with visibly increasing 
reluctance. But this daring path-breaker has already indicated that 
herewith he will merely pave the way to an illumination of the dark- 
hidden core of Christianity, the Life and Crucifixion of Jesus. The 
ignorance and uncertainty concerning the beginnings of Christian- 
ity, so keenly felt even in apostolic times, find their explanation in 
the fact "that the doctrine of the Jesus was pre-Christian, a cult 
which, on the border of the centuries (from loo B. C. to lOO A. D.), 
was wide-spread among the Jews, and especially the Hellenists, being 
more or less veiled in "Mysteries." Not even a far keener-sighted 
explorer than any evangelist could have spied out and unearthed the 
origin of such a deep- and wide-rooted growth." 

Here too the Alexandrine Jew of Acts (xviii. 24-28) serves our 
author as capital witness, Apollos, "An eloquent man and mighty in 
the Scriptures." This fiery spirit "was wont to preach and teach 
accurately the doctrine of the Jesus (to irtpl rov 'liqaoi) although he 
knew only the baptism of John." This singular character, already 
instructed as a "catechumen" in historical Christianity, of whose 
supposed definitive fundamental fact, crying aloud to heaven, he yet 
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knew not one blessed word, finds confederates at the opening of the 
next chapter (xix: 1-7). They are the "twelve disciples" — a canonic 
congregation — which Paul met in Ephesus, who knew not that there 
was a "Holy Spirit," who also had been baptized only with John's 
baptism, but none the less were "believers." Yea, even in the self- 
styled "Theophoros" Ignatius (of Antioch) we meet with so-called 
heretics who denied that Christ had been a man of flesh and blood. 
But all these merely negative considerations, such as the silence of 
Josephus, the silence of the Autor ad Theophilum, the mutual annul- 
ment of Matthew and Luke in their accounts of the Nativity, — all 
these are mere child's play compared with "the very serious riddle 
at the very threshold of the New Testament." How explain the 
through-and-through contradiction between the primitive preaching 
of the Kingdom, as an immediately imminent lightninglike and 
everywhere visible cosmic catastrophe, and the teaching of the King- 
dom, as a gradual moral and spiritual development, proceeding step 
by step, as imperceptible as the sprouting of the mustard seed or the 
fermentation of the leaven? Compare Matt. xxiv. 27 with Matt. 
xiii. 31, 33; Mark iv. 26-28! Not Baur, the head of the critical 
school (to whom the first discovery of this contradiction is ascribed, 
p. 99), but Lessing's Wolfenbutteler Fragmentist, H. S. Reimarus, 
was the first to "find in this thoroughgoing contradiction the proper 
problem and goal of criticism," and in fact almost in our author's 
own words. Baur's two-term formula of Paulinism vs. Petrinism 
has long since ceased to satisfy. Of "ingenious" interpretations of 
the "Self-consciousness of Jesus" in this radical contradiction be- 
tween his preaching and his teaching, our author will have none. 
He lays hold of the historical setting of the whole process itself. He 
conceives the fact of that contradiction "as only one among many 
similar phenomena of a transformation of the propaganda." 

And it is on this threshold that we look forward to the prom- 
ised continuation of our author's researches in such a well-ransacked 
region, indeed, with intense expectation. In this remarkable investi- 
gator, with all his radicalism, there breathes no breath of destructive 
zeal, but rather through and through, a constructive and requick- 
ening criticism. Will he be able to reproduce for us the historical 
picture of the great national-spiritual tragedy of the Destruction of 
the second Temple?* 

* It may perhaps interest the reader to learn that Prof. Smith has assem- 
bled and hopes ere long to publish a large body of evidential matter bearing 
on this and related questions. Professor Borinski's own interesting interpre- 
tations are here omitted as only indirectly related to the subject of the review. 
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Investigations like the foregoing furnish clear proof that there 
is no better antidote for the much decried "destructive" tendencies 
of Biblical criticism than its own self: than resolutely to follow out 
its most delicate and "dangerous" researches and reasonings to the 
very end. For thus, instead of a timorous policy of barricade, be- 
hold the ancient truth revealed clear and pure, no longer indeed 
blinding, because now perceived with the well-armed eyes of science, 
but all the more overmastering. For Truth stands never in conflict 
with Truth, and the Holy Spirit loses naught in power or dignity, 
whether it find expression in the life of an individual or in the 
firmly compacted intuition of an age and a race. Neither is the 
validity of the Biblical text for the churches hereby affected, what- 
ever attitude they may assume regarding it. Is there not indeed 
far greater cause of uneasiness in the perpetual strife of dogmas, 
each denying the other and denouncing it as heretical ? Is it not this 
very strife that has brought us to our present unbearable condition ? 
Nay more, it is the eternal wrangle of the churches that has set 
Faith hopeless and helpless at war with herself, and it is precisely 
from such researches as the foregoing, which dispel doubts and annul 
contradictions, that the Faith of the best of every creed may hope 
to win security and tmity once more. And if any man chooses to 
dub the result "docetic," because forsooth teaching that the history 
of Jesus is a fact not of history but oi Faith, by all means let him 
have his word. In the spirit of real religion it is a title of honor. 
For was not Docetism the oldest, the actually historic, view of the 
story of Jesus ? And is not this form of faith in that story the only 
one that can lend it virtue? It is only in presence of this genuine 
Faith in the Eternal Son of God, revealed in Righteousness and Love, 
and not in the presence of legends, miracles, and relics, that invin- 
cible Science is awed and lays down her weapons. 



THE THEORY OF A PRE-CHRISTIAN CULT OF JESUS. 

Prof. W. Benjamin Smith's collection of essays in German^ 
on the origin of Christianity — which is sufficiently paradoxical in 
the circumstances of its publication, since it is the work of a dis- 
tinguished American writer on mathematics — employs no small learn- 
ing in the defence of a theory that is a still greater paradox. No 

^Der vorchristliche Jesus, nebst weiteren Vorstudien sur Entstehungs- 
geschkhte des Urchristentums. Mit einem Vorworte von P. W. Schmiedel 
Giessen : A. Zopelmann, igo6. 



